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. investigation has only looked at Navy property. Maps delineating the extent ‘of eoil-
‘contamination at the NWIRP terminate at the fanea line suggesting that contamination

t. Intarim vs. Final Actlon for Site - The Draft FS. appears to present e unified,

EPA does hot want to siew any actions to be taken by the Navy. but cannot necassarﬂy
consider the proposed actions @e the *final" actions far the Brte for the follomug reasons,
This probably should not be aedreeaad in the Fs but mther in the propmd plan and
ROD. o

..__mm_ag .The Navy concurs that tha selacﬁon of ramedy sﬂould be deferred to the
PRAP and ROD, As a result, the remedy recommendation will be deleted from the FS.

.Comment: Please note that the Hazardous and Solid Wés_te Amendments to RCRA

define the Grumman/NWIRP properties as one facility, with corrective action required for
the entire facility. In addition, according to CERCLA, the definition of site includes any
area off of a property where contamination has become focated. The Nawy's

is limited to the fenced-in areas of the site, Whlle the NaVy and Grumman may have an
arrangement relatlng to responsibility for cleanup. EPA cannot consider the site as
defined by CERCLA or the facility as defined by RCRA to be addressed’ by the proposed
actlons. Further, EPA needs to ensure that actions taken at the' Grumman property and
the NWIRP property are consistent. Thus, the FS must indicate hqw sofl contamination
beyond the fence lines is to be addressed and through what mechanisms.

Responsa: The Navy's planned approach for this site is to consider the Grumman/Navy
property as one site for addressing groundwater and as two separata sitas for addressing

sive remedlal strategy for all of the contumlnatlon attnbulable fo the NWIRP '

* Post-lt"' brand fax transmittal memo 7671 [vorpages » |G
Cﬁao(. StEn _|m Jim Goeten
US. EPA * Us njAvY
P Qegres 2 Fhaned 18) §9C- OS6 7
Y F“)’z/&ud-e(oo ") S5 -essy
- .

T 0

275005




JAN B5 7S94 " @4:13PM NORTHDIY ENYIRONMENT . e

Draft
soils. This approach is expectad to reeult In an efficisnt, protective, and cost effective
method of addrassmg contamination. Specific rasponses to this comment are presented
below,

The FS limits of soil contamination are not based on artxtrary boundarles (fence lines)
as suggaated by this commant but rether are based on knowledge of the procasses
generatmg the waste the phyeu:al constraints of tha adjacent areas, and analytical
testing. As a result, with the posasible exoepﬂon of areas east of Site 1 and Site 2, thare
is no’ basis to balieve that sail contamination may be present ‘beyond the fence line.
Specific areas are addressed as follows,

Site :i Ccmtamlnatlon at this. site is believed to have resulted from either dlrect
application or splllage of chemicals onto the soils or by digcharge of chemicals through
-the saptic system. As a result, dny migration of eonwmlnates to soils beyond this area
can only be thmugh dust migration, Site 1 also featuras @ wind-row running north/aouth,

This wind-row prowdes a natural barrier to contammant migration to the east.

The arsa north of the shaded part of Site 1 Is elevated (appmxlmately 3 to & feat) above

the shaded part and no known disposal activities have accurred in this area. The area .

west of tha shaded PaR ie covered with concrets and further west is Plant No. 3. The
area 10 the south of Site 1 is covered by asphatt or warehouaes The area immediately
__east of Site 1 is an asphalt roadway. Beyond this area are resldenual houses ‘The Navy
\.______./\

is ourrently plannlng to conduct a sampling program for PCBs in this resmentna! area.

Site 2: Contamlnation at this site is believed to have resulted from either direct
application or spillage of chemicals onto the solls. - Also, minor fill acthntles may have
occurred in this. area " Ag a result, any migration of contaminates to soils beyond this
afea ¢an only be through dust mlgrat-on Solls in the area north of Site 2 were tested
and found to be essenually clean. This area is algo Grumman property. Also, there ware
no known Umposel activities this area. The area west of Site2is S:te 3. The area to the
south of Site. 2 is an asphalt roadway. Further south is the prewously dizcussed area
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north of Site 1. The area Immediately_east.of-Site-2-1s- Grumman _propenty. Grumman

e

Sita 3: COntamlnatlon in thig area is believed to have resulted from either dlrect
appllcatlon or spillage of chemicals onto the solis. As a result, any migration of
contaminates to solls bayond this area can only be through dust migration. The area
north of Site 3 is ndantml to the area north of Site 2, which wae found to ba’essentially
clean. This area Is also Grumman property, Algo, there were no known disposal
acnvmes oceurred in this ares. The area west of Site 3 Is covered with asphalt and by
warahouses The area to the south of the shaded part of Site 3 is an asphalit-covered.
parkmg lot Further south of the parking lot Is an asphalt roadway. a relatively namow
stretch of soll oovar. and ﬁnnlly Plant Ne. 3.

Comment: itwas EPA's understandmg in several conference calls and meetings with the
NYSDEC that each of the sites in the area (Grumman, Navy and HookerlRuco) would
address the contammauon on the respective properties through source control measures,
and then address the downgradiant groundwater contamination through cooperative and
unified efforts of all parties. The Navy's "preferred altemnative" for groundwater Is not
congistent with EPA and NYSDEC's agreed approaeh to addressing groundwater
contamination- at their respecﬁ\)e gites. If the Navy wishes to pursue “offsite”,
downgraduem remedral actione for groundwater the EPA would not object. However, any
action the Navy may take in that respect shall not exempt them from potential future
remedial measums lhat may result pursuant to the EPA and NYSDEC's combined
groundwater RIIFS activities.

Responss The Navy understands EPA's and NYSDEC's conoema regarding offsite
downgladlem groundwater contamination and agrees t that a cooperatwe and unified effort

e —

is requu'ed by the Navy Grumman and HookarlRuco :
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The Navytdisa‘greés that the prefamred alternative Is not cohsistent with this approach.

Itis the Navy's POsition that the preferred altenative addresses on-site source control

and .a reasonable portion of the required overall offsite remedial action,
R o Rt e — - - T e el L e b et

The preforred altemative was not intended to be the ovérall remedy for offsite issues; the

Navy expects that Grumman woumﬁo‘ﬁtﬁbute to offsite remedial actions and
that Hooker/Ruco weuld also assume some responsibility and contribute to same,

As the Naw.seeé' It, there are three approaches that can be umd to arrive at a solution

for the overall (Navy, Grumman, RUCO) alte. The easiost for the Navy Is for each party

o propose. a plan that wauld address both offsite and onsite concems (this is what we.
sttempted).

a

to armive a':a_ _eblution where each of tha parties offsite actions, when combined, .would

' gatisty offeite conc_émsl

The second ahémaﬁva which the Navy can also do _but'd,oes not prefer is to have each

party .a_d_dr'ess onsite concems only (onsite ROD) and then at some later time discuss
offsite iséuas. have an offstte ROD then perform offsits remedial actions. The Navy does
not prefér,bthlsj second altemative becauge It is likely to be a time consuming procass.
Itis the Navy's:pqsition that we (PRPs, NYSDEQ, EPA etc) are all famillar with the issuss
at this time and having a separate offsite ROD would be essontially "po'stpcming" some
decisions that nead to be made now, |

The third altemative is to have one party. be it the Navy, Grummian or Hooker/RUCO
address what théy believe to be their portion of offsite coricerns, only to be required to
do additional work at some later time. While this scenario can never be ruled out, it can

be minimized and Is obviausly undeslrable,

The Navy is willing to take whatever actions are deemed appropriate at this time. As
stated, the first alternative is preferred bacauss it is expeditious,
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Remedial Aotion Objectives

mmong The Navy has proposed remedial action objeotwes and goals in Section 2 of
the FS. HoweVar the preferred aiternative does not fully meet the goals and objectives.
The Navy. Proooses to actively treat tha most contaminated soil and groundwater, but

' does not explain how the resndual oontarmnants will be managed. The proposed

groundwatar deanup level of 100 ppb will not ensure that the cleanup standards are met.

-if the Navy 18 going to rely on natural attenuation and captura by the Bethpege Water

District wells it must provtde some analysis of when the groundwater under the site will
attain the remedlal action goals. Further, the Navy propeses that the soil contaminants

will be addresaad by a combination of treatment and containment. But, the Navy has not

assassed the lmpac’z [ groundwater from laavmg volatdas in soll at the proposed level.

Resnonse; The analyms raquested for compliance with groundwator objectives and goals
i pravided in Appendlx D of the FS and discussed in Sowon 4. .0 for each altemative.
As discussed, residual soll contamination would be addressed through a soil cover and
dead restrictions for Alternatives S2, 83, and 84, PleaSe note that for groundwater
alternatives, which target the 100 ugA level, cleanup is not dependent on capture by the

‘BWD wells; rather natural attanuation of the contaminants is expacted to ocgur during the

30 year. c!eanup time. In addition, the 100 ug/i level defines the area to be addressed.
At the oompletnon of groundwater remediation, all (or mast) areas are axpected to be at
or below MCLs

Calculahons will be provided which assess the impact of residual VOCs to groundwater

at the proposad level. ‘Rased on a projectad 30 year cleanup requirement for
groundwater, It is likely that residual VOCs in solls would also be below the remediation
goals, Natural ﬂushmg of these sqils would be encouraged through the use of a
parmeable cap.

Comment: Any proposed soll remedy for this site should be able to provide adequate
protection to the groundwater to prevent further groundwater contammatnon This ia an
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essential step in prowdmg source contro!l measuras for the contamlnated soils and
groundwater. at the Sme ltis not clear whether the proposed soil remedlal action goals
have fully addressed this concern. At other sites NYSDEC TAGM levels have been used
to establlsh tha soil standards.

ngm_a_e_ The proposad soil action levels are generally more stringent than the
NYSDEC TAGM for protactmg groundwatar. These actiona Ievals are based on site
specific data which indicates that the NYSDEC TAGM values for VOCs would not be
protectwe of groundwater Aﬂemaﬁves 84, 85, $6, and S7 spacifically addmss voC
leaching from soils and contaminatlng groundwater. Altematwes 8§65, S6, and 87 also
target clean of:solls to TAGM levels, however. none of these are lnkely to be selected.
based on coat ’

3. Charactenzatlon of the Site.
3.a C‘.ommant Rawew ofthe Navy's Phase | and || Rl Reports and- Draft FS, does not reveal
the results of any sampling and analysis for Tentalwely_ldent;ﬁed Compounds (TCs).
It has been EPA’s experience that NYSDEC considers TIC sampling and analysis to be
essential at other gites prior to the ROD. The Navy should dISWBB this issue as |t relates
to full site maractenzahon

ITree s, " 4

_/,_?/Re nge: Full TIC data is prowdad in the Phase 1 and 2 R) RepobA review of
Phase 1 Rl TIC data indicated the need for sadditional PCB testmg This testing was
conducted -during the Phase 2 Rl.- Beyond these PCR TICs, an initial screening of this
data for other TICs did nat reveal any significant concems. NYSDEC concured with this
evaluation.

3b omment: It appears that the soils in and bélow the recharge basins (sumps) are not
being addresaad aa part ofa remedlal action atthe NWIRP. These recharge basins have
been ducumented to have received wastes from pmducﬂon processes at the NWIRP and,
as the Rl Indicates, are Tikely sources of groundwater contarnmatlon Despite this fact,
these sumps have not been targeted for remediation. Even if Grumman has routinely
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removed 's_odimont fr'om the recharge basins, underlying soils may prasent a continued
source of groUndwater contamination and, must therefore be addressed.

_Rgagons -Baged on sadiment and groundwater testlng conducted during the Phase 1

and 2 Rls. lhora is no evidence that undertying soils at the recharge basins act as a.

: contlnued gource ofgroundwater contamination. Groundwater in monitoring walls located

around the: baslns contain less soivent than that measurad in tha recharge basin water.

' LAIso the opgratlon of these baams are slgmﬁoenﬂy dlfferent man_t\higgeratlon of the.
—

L _}-_‘_Nota that NYSDEC concurs wlth this opinion, (see anached letter dated 12/13/93).

'3.¢c Comment The Navy’s Rl and FS Repom mention the potential Ppresence’ of DNAPL in
the groundwater beneath tha facliity, however, none of the groundwater méasures
presanted in the preferred alternative in¢lude actions to deal with DNAPL. If DNAPL are
present at this site, specific and separate measures may be required to addreas the
problem. D‘NAP‘L in groungwater generally do not respond to standard pump and treat
methods DNAPL may move mdependont of groundwater flow making them d:fﬁcult to
locate and remedlate The DNAPL issue needs to be addressed further in the FS.

Regponse: As dlscussed in Phase 2 Work Plan and Phase 1R report, DNAPL was
considered to be potentually present in the HN-24 area. The basns for this consideration
was that during the installation of a Phase 1 RI monltonng well an elevated HNu $plit
spoon head spaoe result was obtained from a sample oollected ina c.lay layer. Also, the
graundwater in this- well at the depth of the clay Iayer had ‘a corraspondmg high -
concentratlon of TCE Speclf ic testing of the clay Iayer was oonducted during the Phase
2 RI actwmas to -investigate the possibility that DNAPL was prasant No evidenceZof
\_} (DNAPL was found dunng this testmg In addition, the ooncentration of TCE in.HN-24l

— was found to be present at a mgmﬁoantly lower r concentration.during the.Phase 2-Rl-than

dunng the Phaoe 1 Rl As a general. rula-of-thumb DNAPLs should be considered
ST ————

pres et = T

potenhally present when groundwater concentrations are measured to be within 10% of

o]

\

A

21




JAN B5 94 @4:16PM NORTHDIV ENYIRONMENT F.8
_ /IRON P.8/19 .

Draft
the solublllty of a chemical in water. The solubility of TCE In water is 1,100 mgi. TCE
was measured to be presantat a concentration of 58 mg/l during the Phase 1. R\. During
the Phase 2 RI, the TCE concentration. in this well was measured to be 9 mgA. As a
result of all information avaalab!e there 18 no current reason to believe that DNAPLs are

present at the faclllt fadllty;
-;—\_—//

4. _gmm_gm “The.F$ should not ba too spacific about design detalls that may need to be
modlﬁed If. detarls are presented appropriate caveats should- ba lneluded such as "the
following system i belleved to meet the performance standards“

~M'--:Tha :Navy agraas Qualifier statements will be. addad te various wiite ups
and ﬁgures in the report to indicate the preliminary nature of the design.

6. _Qmm.em The Navy s preferred alternative calle for the use ofdeed restrictions to limit

future use of the site. At other sites EPA and NYSDEC have not favored deed
restrictions: because of the difficulties in controlling future development and enforcing
institutional cuntrols The FS should provide additional discussion as to why deed

restrictions are- more feasible on Federally owned pmpeny and on the Navy’s obligations
under CERFA should the land change ownarshnp '

'Raspn é The use. of deed restnchons is not mnsrdered to be more feasible on
Federally owned property than at CERCLA sites. However, thay can be more readily
apphed in thrs case slnce the Navy owns the property it would be a voluntary action by
the Navy Also they: are considered necessary 10 prevent unrestricted use of the site.
The absenoe of daed restnctlons implies that no contarnmatlon remains on site. This
wou!d bethe case under Alternatives §5-57. However, as mdncatad in other comments,
the Navy is not considenng these altematlves because of the- anormous cost,

| As for futura use of the slte if Grumman no longer needs this 1and, and decides to move
off, the Navy will still retain ownership and coukd use this land for other uses while
keeping the déed restrictions In place. In the event that there are no other federal
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agencles interested the land could be offered to the geneml publlc At this time, the
Navy along wnth local planning boards would have to sit down and discuss which land use

options are. avadable and the feasibllity/need of cleaning up the site to aocommodate a

respaetlve use .
Qg_mmg._ EPA does not belleve that sufficient information i presented in the FS to
properly avaluate the groundwater alternatwee the Navy is presamlng More information,

‘ particulaﬂy regardlng cepture zones of proposed pumpmg wells, needs to be lnciuded in

the FS. EPA ie not oonﬂdent that the Navys praposal will eﬁedively pravent further
downgradlent mngratnon of contaminatad groundwater from taaving Its facility.

: B}ﬁgﬂ:ﬁ ""'Ex{enéiv’e capture zone analysns is prwndad inAppendix D of the FS.

Speclﬁeally. the Iayar-spaclﬁc Figures 3-8 through 3-13 and Flgunas 4-31 thmugh 4-55
mdlcate that contamlnation from Site 1 and HN-24 area would be effecﬂveiy captured by
the. extractron system Please note that &s indlcated in comment 4 above, data
presanted |n the FS ls intended to be preliminary.

Also, the Navy and Grumman properties are being oonsidered as one facility for

groundwater. This issue may need to be discussed further - Specifically, if the Navy and

Grumman are to be considered as ane facility, th en any contamination which may be
leaving | the Navy's property will probably be addrecsed by Grumman's remediation efforts
and shuuld not be consudered a problem by the EPA.

ThIB rssue will be d|scussed as part of the PRAP and ROD and wil! not be addressed in
this FS '

Comment Some additional characterization of the soﬂ rnay be necessary during design
or remady constructmn to more accuralely delineate the extent of contamination,

Reggougg The Navy agrees. As discussed during TRC meetlng No. 5, statements wcll
be addad vthroughout the FS indicating the noed for RD/RA testing.
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ommen; Executrve Summary, pg. ES-3 - EPA generally prefers. r.het the FS notinclude
any statements rndrcatrng the recommended or preferred alternative. The proposed plan
generauy lhe document that indicates the preferred atemative.

w The preferred altemative will be delsted from the FS.

gg_mmgnj., Sacuon 1.4.3, Pg. 1-7, 9 7 - Please note that the recharge basins (sumps)

at the HookerIRuco gite are not eurrently usad for im:lus\riel purposes Sump 3 at the '

HookeﬁRuoo site i&-used for storm water recharge “while sump 4 is used for boller blow

' down only None of the exjsting recharge basins have baen userl for the discharge of
. process wastewatera srnce the 19‘70‘ Please rovise this paragraph of the FS to address

this comment.

Resggnsg”: ‘The tarm “industrial” will be deleted from this page. Please note that
Grumman and the Navy basins are cumrently only used for noncontact cooling water and
storm watér_ infitration.

ggmmgnt Pg 1AB q 2 - it is unlikely that the recharge basins at the. HookerlRuco site
are responsrble for.creating 8 mounding effect inthe groundwater due tothe low volume
of water these sumps receive.

&mi A groundwater mounding has been observed emund this area, whether it
resufts from- recharge or geology, itis uncenain. The following wrll be added after this
sentence. f‘Altematnvely. local geclogical formations may also’ reault in this moundmg

gmme‘m “Section 1.5.3, Pg. 111,112~ The FS does not present sufficient information
to make the statement that "...all contemlnated groundwater from Site 1 would be
captured by Grumman Production wells to the south," The extent of the groundwater
ontammation peneath the NWARP has nol been fully dehneeted, nor can the
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groundwater contamination from Site 1 be distinguished from the groundwater
eontaminatcon In other areas of the facility. The FS only presents the results of some

_particle -trackmg modeling efforts. The capture zones or the effectiva depths of
Grumman's pumbing wells are not presentad. The particle tracking has only presented
'patha"-from an aerial perspective and not in a vertical depth perspective The possibility
exrsts that contaminant particle pathe may fiow beneath tha effectlve pumping zones
created by the Grumman walls,

| ‘Tl'te swtement made in this paragraph also relies on the current pumping conditions of

the Grumman wells These wolls are documented to have vaned in their pumping. rates

ally-and aver time: Thus, any claims made based on the result of modeling using
eurrent pumplng condilions, should be quallﬁed mordlngly ‘

Bgeg_ og'. sf?e:' Sactlon 1.6.3 s a summary of the Ri report which presents extensive
docum'ent_a'tion that all contamination from Site 1 should be captured by Grumman
production. wells to the south undar both current and historic pumping conditions. The
only situation in which Site 1 contaminated groundwater wouki not be captured is under
the "No~ pumpmg condition”, which Is nelther a current nor historic condrtion under
Grummane operation

The Navy belleves that the extent of groundwater contamination has been adequately
delingated to allow “cleanup to procead. Full delineation, if possible, would require
extensive addltional study and aesociated investigation cost. Soluble contamination from
Site 1 and Srte 2 should ba adequately tracked through computer modellng.

Also, there Is no curcent evidence of DNAPL. DNAPL if present histoncally would be
expactad to end at one of two clay layers observed in the upper 100 feet of the aquifer.
1] DNA_P_L was present at these locations, then soil testmg during monitoring well
installa'tip'rr as well as monitoring wall results from these dapths should provide some
indicatie'n of it. Evidence of potential DNAPL could ‘induue significantly higher
concentretions'of the solvent near or at a confining (clay)} layer and/or the concentration
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of golvent in gmu‘ndwatar;being high relative to its solubility (greater than 10% of the
~ solubiiity In water). ‘Neither of these conditions occur at Site 1. The maximum solvent
concentrations appear in the upper 10 feet of the water tabla, 'and at deptha of 50 to 150
feet below thia point, the solvent concentrations are 2 to 3 orders of magnitude lower.

The Navy disagrees, with the EPA's statement that the particle tracks were investigated

aerially only Tha pamda tracks prasented are three dimensional and are equivalent to

capture. zones In many ciroumstaneas and in this case, bacause of the significant depth
- ofgroundwater. the parllele tracking efforts are better than simple captura Zone analysie.

Based en tht_a ‘ puter modeling results, there is no indication: that contaminants would
ﬂow unde}h;;th th;ese wells (See Phase 2 RI, Appendux F Flgures 5-2 8-5 and 8-8).

The downwa_rd migration of contaminants at the site has been adequately linked to the
operation ¢fthe produdioh welléi As a result, contamination at d‘eﬁmé below those wells
would not be expected, (i.e. there is no mechaniem for the cbnta&ilnants to aink to that

ievel).

Comment: Section 1.6.2 - Sea General Comment 3.b pertaining to the sampling of soils
beneath the recharge basins. . '

Response: As responded to undar Comment 2, basad on sediment and groundwater
testlng conducted during the Phase 1 and 2 Rls, there is no evidence that underlying
soils at the recharga basins act as a continued source of groundwater contamination.
Groundwater in monﬂorlng waells located around the basins contain less solvent than that
measured’ in the recharge basin water. Note that NYSDEC concurs with this opinion,
(see attached letter dated 12/13/93). :

Section 1-6.’2, and other similar sectlons. is only intended to briefly describe the results

of the Phase 1 and 2 investigations. The intent of the FSis riot,to discuss potential data
gaps whi¢h~ may have resulted from previous investigations. This comment should have
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been brought te the Navy's attention during the Comment periods for the Phase 1 and
2RI Reports. v

However, the Navy does not agree with the EPA's posmon on this Issua based on
ﬂndlngs gathered during Phase 1 and 2 Rl acﬂvmee Plaase refer to the response to
EPA's charactenzatlon of the site, Comment 3b for further explanatlen

5. gmmgm. Sec'uon 2.2 1 pg. -2, § 1 - The cenclusion that the recharge basins pose
neglnglhle risk ie not supponed The eonditions of any SPDES parmrte and their relation
to the remedlal actwltles at the NWIRP should be presented in order to properly evaluate
the effe"' fve ; -0f- »the overall remedial strategy to be employed at the site. All
eendil:ons 'and - up ﬁoals requlred by the SPDES perm:t should be presented,

ggn g itis the Navy Y understandlng that the state of New York, through the SPDES
progmm, ls responsmle for conﬂrmlng that the recharge pasins do not preeent ariek. in
general, the SPDES standards are Identical to NYS Drinking Water Criteria. Any other
issues regardmg the operation of the recharge basins should be addressed to the
operator of the facllity. Aleo, see the NYSDEC response to comment A3b.

6. Comment: Table 2-1 - Footnate (d) is incormact. The risks were recalculated as a result
of the Pna'se 2R '

Respongg The footnote is comact. The risks resulting from petent:al PCB contamination
ofthe groundwater and ‘subsequent use of oontarnmated were not recalculated during the
Phase 2 RI.. Potentaal risks resulting from PCBs Ieaahmg to groundwater were not
eahmated baceuse Y PCBs have a very low so!ubihty n water (2) PCBs have a high
ebsorbance to so:ls and (3) PCBs were not detectad in any groundwater samples.

\ 7. chmenr.- Teble 2¢9 . See General Comment 2 concermning the use of NYSDEC's
TAGM. - ’

27




';'1

Draft

&e_spgm As responded 10 under the responsa {o comment 2. the proposed soll action
isvels are: generally more stringent than the NYSDEC TAGM for protecting groundwater.

- Those actlons levels are based on site epecific data which indicates that the NYSDEC
_TAGM veluee for VOCs would not be protective of groundwater. Allematives S4, S6, 86,

and 87 epeciﬂcally address VOC leaching from soils and contaminating groundwater

' Alternatlves S5, ss ‘and S7 also target cleanup of soils t0 TAGM levels, none of which
) are llkaly to be selacled bmd on coet.

ngm_t Table 2-1 1-The New York State Groundwater Effiuent Standarde pneeented

in thle Table appear to contradict Information supplied to the EPA by NYSDEC for similar

' f'-w«*discharges ‘at th HadkerRuco site. NYSDEC has indicated to EPA that the NYSDOH
-Dnnkmg Water ‘Standards were appficable to diechergee met would u-npeot the sole

source: aqurfer ‘Theee etandarde have been applied- at the HookerlRueo gite as ARARs
for dlecharge of treated water The prasentation of the emuent standards in the ‘Navy's
FS eppears 'to oontradrct NYSDEC‘s policies on discharges to a sole source aquifer. If
the NYSDOH standards are not employed, the dnserepancy ln NYSDEC policy would
require further explanation.

Resgonse: ';A's'-glgnﬁed by the NYSDEC letter dated December 13, 1883, the NYSDOH
drinking water etandards appiy‘ to the efiuant in this case. .

ggmmmt Table 2-12 The remedial action goals for soil are not clear from this table.

s itthe. lowest among the risk based, ARAR based or TBG based" Since this table is

estabhshang the ‘cleanup standards for soil, the standard to be used must be clear.

Fur!her. the footnotes for the ARAR based and TBC based remecuaﬁon goals are not '

clear.- 11115 tab|e shall clearly refarence all sources mcludlng tutlee of all documents from
which lnfonnatlon was obtained.

,R_egmm Because of the complexity of the site, a range of remadiation goals have

been developad and presented in lh|s table. The range beoomes especially significant
when eompllance with ARARS, risk guldance, and TBCs are considered independently,
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For e'xarﬂple. ‘some altematives are developed to comply with only ARARs other
alternatlves comply with ARARS and risk guidance, whereas other comply with all three,
Once a remedral scheme has bean daveloped, based on the nine criteria, then PRGs can
be. presented in the PRAP and ROD. A complete deveIOpment of this table is provided
in Appendldes A and B.

10. Qq_mmm FIgures 2-1 through 26 - These ﬁgures rndrcete thet ‘the extent of sail
mntaminatron ten'nlnates at the fence lines. As disoussed in #1a of the General
comments the FS must mdicata how soil contamination beyond the fence lines is to be

7 addressed and through what mechanisima. '

_;mu As pravl usly drscussed It Is not-believed that there Is any contamination
beyond araas indlmted However, the Navy is currently plannlng to conduct sampling
in the. reeidentral area to the easl to confirm this opinion. Pleese note that the Navy wil|
handle this es a separate isgue mdependant of this FS. If institutad, the timing will ba
either before or shortly after the public meeting.

11, _mg&, Frgure 2-7 - The estimated extent of groundwater contamination portrayed on
© this flgure hae unukely boundarles glven the data that is available.

ngponse:‘ ThelNevy_only partially agrees. It is acknowtedged that bo_undaﬁee are
relative(y rough With some margin of error. However the boundaries to the north, east,
and west, and eouthwest are based on computer modeling results and have been
confirmed through groundwater testing. The onsite/near site boundary 10 the south is on
Grumman property ‘This boundary is based on Grumman monrtonng wells that indicate
the groundwater in the upper 250 feet Is nat srgmﬁcantly conwrmnated beyond this area
Addatlonally Grumman is Investigating contamination beyond thw area.

2. g_rn_m_e_ Sectron 3.3.3, page 3-5 - Clay capping as a contemment respanse action
would preclude future residential use and would require land use restrictions. Therefore,
altemative sza would not be suitable for future residential use.
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__Qp_gns_g The' Navy agrees that clay capping nommally precludes future residential use
and It likely that thls altematlve would not be considered if the residential use scenarig
wEs targeted Also. the Navy ‘to date has no reason to believe that “residential” use is

" a reallstlc futurg land uge sc»enano and will therefore_be pureuing other “industrial" use

cleanup options. Please refer to the response to EPA cornment No. 5 for further

_ éxp[aihation'. .

13,

14,

. use. .,

gqmmgm. Secuons 3, 3 5 and 336 (Altamaﬂves 84A and 848) Other aiternatives
described In thia -report uee- "A" and “B" to dlﬂeranﬂate betmen projeded land use.
Please renumber these as two separate altematives in accordanca with pro;eded land

R_e_s"gg_m: .Thé}altam'atl\ias_.\mll be renumbered as raqua'sto_dl.'

g;_gmmgn Page 311, 94- The Navy is proposlng "modlﬁed action levels” as pant of its
preferred a_lterna_twe. in addition to concerns raised abova regardung the soul trigger
levels, the proposal-for-three-times-the VOC.. action_levels ie_not supported. Does the
Navy c.onsudar this the “princnpal threat" as discussed in the NCP. Is the modified action

. level con’elated in. any way with tha performance capabilities -of the in-situ vapor

—

BN

extractqon._syatem. Or is there another basls for this proposal?
Responsg: - The Navy may consider tha modified VOC action leval as wall as the
groundw"amr with VOC concentrations greater than 100 ug/i to be principal threats during

_the preparahon of the PRAP and ROD. The primary basus for three times the soil action
Iavel and the.100 ug/l cntena for groundwater is cost effectivenass. At lower action
_ levels, costs increase: slgnlﬂcantly however, the addmonal environmental benefit is

marglnal Also because of the expected long term deanup required, contaminants in
areas not dlrectty bemg treated are expecied to decrease to acceptable levels through
natural: atbenuat«on Calculatlons and modal runs supporting 1 thls posrtions are e (orwillbe)

_provided in the FS. -
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Comment: Section 3.4.5, Altlemative GW4A. One of. the stated remadial action
objecuves rs 10 restore the groundwater to the remedial action goals throughout the

" plume.. If thls wnnot be achipved, the stated objective is to prevent further off-site

migration of..contamlnants. Thie proposed altemative ({the preferred altemative) will net
meet either of these objectives.

: Rgspg' snse: With the excéption of a small piace of resideritial neighborhood (where
‘ groundwater ﬂows oﬂslte and then back on eite) and by consldenng tne NWIRP and

Grumman one site; the presented allornattve would_achreya_me,mtgmgq{i'mcuve

_q J antrty of contamlnants flowing off site at the small reardential naighborhood

PRSP

eﬁaetlve at thls locatuon or even necessary for tha pmhection of human health.

— AL RIS e

area could ke mmlmrzed Hnwever itis doubtful that full contamment w0u|d be qnstg

ST T

et e

Comment: This alternative is proposing'to use an aeration basin being introduced by
Grumman No drswssmn is provided regarding the potential for the aeration basin to
bacome a sourca of groundwater contamination. Also, there is no discussron regarding
the permrttmg requlrements to usa this "off-slte" basin. Some consideration should be
given as to whether this aeration basin might constitute a CQrmctive Actlon Management
Unit (CAMU) Under RCRA.

Resmnse Thrs aeration basin lg on the Navy property and it would be oparated in

B s

accordance with Grumman s SPDES pemmit. The permit stipulates that water entering

the basin be of drinking water qusiity. Currently, thera ls no basis to consider this basin

a CAMU under RCRA.
gmmeng Section 4.2.5, Altemnative $4B. See Comment 14 above regarding the

modnﬁed action levels. Also, wil vapor extraction continue until the remedial action goals
are attained or umrl the modlﬁed action levels are raaohad?

3
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BQE!MEQ. The end pomt for this system has not been determlned at this time, buta
hkely eoenano is to operate the systam until the residual cnntamlnauon is in the range

of 110 3 tlmes th_e remedlal acllon goals.

T — e R
e

g g_o_n_lmggt: Pg. 4-18 1[ 1,2 - A more detailed explanation of the proposed .use of the
' “hazardous waste criteria® mentionad In these paragraphs shall be provided. It is not

clear from the FS exactly what this “hazardous waste crltenm 18 or what chemical-specific
conoantratrons are to be achieved. Further discussion of lhe LDRs as they may apply
l;o dlsposal In oﬁ-elte landﬁlls Is requwod

BE‘:‘E,.,% The lerrn "hazardous waste" is as defined by the USEPA There is no vasis

P

for classnfylng any ol' the materials onsite as listed wastes theraforo only the
charadaristlc waste ¢riteria defined by the USEPA is being aonsldered “To clanfy the
sul:uect where . the term "*hazardous waste criteria® is used In discusslon. it will be

,quahﬁad a8 follows. “hazardoue waste criteria as defined by the. USEPA under 40 CFR

281. 24" Compllanca with LDR standards are referenced in the "Compliance with
ARARs" sectlon of thls alternative. Since the materials are being treated to ach:eve a

__non-hazan:lbus class‘ﬂcatlon compllanca with LORs is also achleved for chamctenshr.

wastes.

C_an; Prior to selecting elther landflll disposal or incineration of PCBs, the Navy
should ensura that a' TSCA ‘authorized PCB landfill or incinerator would be willing to
accept the PCB contaminated soil from the facility. Currentiy, thera are only a handful
of TSCA authonzecl landfills and incinerators. Depending upon the  availability of
authontzad PCB landﬁllsﬁncmeralora the Navy may be requlred 1o store the excavated
soil at the. N\NIRPlGrumman facllrty pending acceptance at an appropnate PCB landfill
or inginerator. Thls soenarlo should be accourted for by the Navy, and pmvismns should
be made for sale manngemanl of the stored or slockplla;d‘son Please note that
adlhdrizatibn.fr&m: EPA or NYSDEC under the CAMU rule may be requurad for on-site
storaga of the contaminated $oil. |

32




A4: . .
AN e'iﬁl‘\‘:«v*a‘rﬂ)ﬁgTHDIv-ENv P e T A R T RS S R R R st S AR AR D e ARG Sska

P, 18/19~

Response: Currently, the material of concern is effectively capped at the site and as a

result daés‘ndt present a risk to human health or the environment._Excavation and offsite o
treatmentldlaposal would not oceur until hnndhngldisposal arrangements are secured with // nee 6( ‘[o
an oﬁsite facility anmonzauon obtaln%fﬂe{s;anfy whether storage of ~. Ve _;r?L bask

PCB-cont_am_lnatad non-hazardous materlal is allowed under the CAMU rule. ) 75 “phen an 4

R S

v Nmec La:j\ii{ew 285 a /\[39"6{0%6
18d. Commeg Appendlx E (Cost Estimates) doos not take into account the costs partalmng "SCA Www -Jr ‘5 C AMUs

t’o tmnsportmg the PCB-contammMed soil for long distances. These long transpons may \\,

K\U be necassary if capacity is not available at closer iocales. ’
Respgnée Tha asﬂmate mdudes 1700 mileg (one way) for soils to be incinerated and
450 mlles (one way) for soils to: be landfilled. Target incinerators include thoes in Texas
and Utah The targeted lendfill is in the Buffalo, NY area. Conversations with the landfill
md:cated that all of tho PCB-conwmlnated solls from this facility can be placed at that
sito.
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